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DETAILED ACTION 

• Applicant's Amendment filed 9/9/2008 is acknowledged. 

• Claims 1, 2, 9, 16, and 19 have been amended. 

• Claims 1-19 remain pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-4, 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of Pub. No. US 2003/0231206 A1 
("Armstrong"). 

Regarding claims 1-4, 6, 9, 10, and 16-18, 

AAPA discloses inquiring, from a remote location, a status of an upper-layer 
communication indicator, the upper layer communication indicator displayed at a 
customer premise equipment (CPE) device, wherein the status is observable by a visual 
inspection of the indicator by an end-user (see Applicant's specification, pg. 9, para. 
1 035, However, in prior art systems, higher-level communications are often terminated 
internally to the transceiver, without indicating to the end-user if the communications 
were successful or not. In such systems, to determine communication status may 
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require opening a web browser on a connect computer, logging in to the transceiver, 
and viewing information on communication status, for example, PPPoE 
authentication, via a graphical user interface (GUI). These extra steps require end- 
user involvement and increase troubleshooting costs - In other words, the service 
technician would remotely ask for assistance from the subscriber/customer in viewing 
communication status of PPPoE (an upper-layer communication) and relaying the 
information to the service technician); entering the status into data storage (this step 
would be inherent since a service technician's would input the communication status in 
order to determine the next step in the troubleshooting). Note that AAPA's discloses a 
GUI, which is a CPE device as claimed. Note also that Armstrong below further 
discloses that the CPE device is a modem/transceiver. 

AAPA does not explicitly disclose performing a first set of actions when the status 
indicates valid upper-layer communication and performing a second set of actions when 
the status indicates invalid upper-layer communication. 

Armstrong discloses in fig. 5, that when the ADSL Modem Main Page 500 shows 
a "PPPoE Status: Connected" 518 (claimed status indicates valid upper-layer 
communication), that the subscriber can "Close Window" 512 and continue Internet 
browsing (claimed performing a first set of actions)(see para. 58). Armstrong further 
discloses in fig. 6, Setup 610 which includes inputting Username 612 and Password 614 
(claimed performing a second set of actions) in order to "Connect" 616 and " wait for the 
PPPoE light on the modem to turn solid green " (claimed when the status indicates 
invalid upper-layer communication and CPE is a transceiver)(see para. 59). Note that 
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the ADSL modem of Armstrong has a visual indicator that turns solid green when the 
PPPoE status is "connected," thus, both AAPA and Armstrong discloses a visual 
indicator that is observable by the end user as claimed and in particular Armstrong 
discloses that the CPE is a modem/transceiver as required in claims 2 and 9 . 

It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify the troubleshooting method of AAPA to 
provide two sets of actions to be performed upon a visual inspection of upper-level 
communication status in a CPE such as a modem/transceiver as taught by Armstrong. 
One skilled in the art would have been motivated to make the combination to trouble- 
shoot a DSL connection depending on communication status with the assistance of the 
customer using a user-friendly PPPoE light (see Applicant's spec, pg. 9, para. 1053 
and Armstrong fig. 6). 

Regarding claims 7, 8, 19, 

AAPA discloses that when problems arise, trouble shooting typically involves the 
access provider sending a technician to a customer premise (see Applicant's spec, pg. 
2, para. 1005). 

Regarding claim 11, 

AAPA shows in fig. 1, DSLAM 110. 



Regarding claim 12, 
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AAPA discloses that LEDs provide low-level connection status (see Applicant's 
spec, pg. 2, para. 1006). 

Regarding claim 13, 14, 15, 

AAPA shows in fig. 5 various LEDs, all of which are admitted prior art, except 
PPPoE. 

3. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
AAPA in view of Armstrong, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,981 ,039 B2 
("Cerami"). 

Regarding claim 5, 

AAPA and Armstrong do not disclose that entering the status into data storage 
comprises a service technician entering data into an electronic job ticket. 

Cerami discloses that a service technician creates a repair ticket (col. 10, lines 
33-34). Cerami further discloses that proactive repair system 306 also may 
communicate with trouble ticketing system 308 to document the fault... in which the 
trouble ticketing system 308 also may receive fault indications from outside customers 
(col. 5, line 61 to col. 6, line 1). 

It would have been prima facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify the troubleshooting method of AAPA and 
Armstrong to create a repair ticket as taught by Cerami. One skilled in the art would 
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have been motivated to make the combination to trouble-shoot a DSL connection 
depending on communication status (see Applicant's spec, pg. 9, para. 1053). 



Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 9/9/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The applicant argues on pg. 6-8 in regards to independent claims 1 , 9, and 16 
that neither AAPA or Armstrong discloses an "upper layer communication 
indicator displayed at a customer premises equipment (CPE) device as 
recited in claims 1 and 16 or a "transceiver having a first status indicator 
configured for visual inspection by an end-user..." 
The examiner respectfully disagrees. In regards to claims 1 and 16, the 
claims only require that the "upper layer communication indicator" be 
"displayed at a customer premises equipment (CPE) device." The examiner 
maintains that a GUI qualifies as a CPE device as it is an "equipment" located 
at the "customer premises." Furthermore, even if, in arguendo, AAPA did not 
disclose a CPE device, Armstrong certainly does as she discloses a modem 
(claimed transceiver) that has a "PPPoE light on the modem [that] turns solid 
green" as required by claim 9 (see Armstrong, fig. 6, "wait for the PPPoE light 
on the modem to turn solid green"). See the rejection to claims 1 , 9, and 1 6 
for a more detailed rejection. 
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The applicant argues on pg. 8 that Cerami does not disclose that "the upper- 
layer communication indicator [is] displayed at a CPE device." The applicant 
also contends that Cerami offers no motivation or suggestion of an end-user 
performing a visual inspection of a communication indicator to observe the 
status of upper-layer communications, since the fault management system 
disclosed by Cerami attempts to automatically detect and resolve problems. 
The examiner respectfully disagrees. Regarding whether Cerami discloses 
an " upper-layer communication indicator [is] displayed at a CPE device." is 
moot since it has been already established above that both AAPA and 
Armstrong discloses the aforementioned limitation. Regarding the issue of 
whether Cerami offers any motivation or suggestion of an end-user 
performing a visual inspection of a communication indicator to observe the 
status of upper-layer communications, since the fault management system 
disclosed by Cerami attempts to automatically detect and resolve problems, it 
appears that the applicant is contending that Cerami is nonanalogous art. 
In which case, in response to applicant's apparent argument that Cerami is 
nonanalogous art, it has been held that a prior art reference must either be in 
the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the 
particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, in order to be 
relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re 
Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
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AAPA, Armstrong, and Cerami are in the field of applicant's endeavor, which 
is troubleshooting a problem in the communications network. In addition, 
Cerami is concerned with one particular problem shared by the applicant, 
which is what to do with a customer call reporting a problem. As such, 
Cerami discloses a trouble ticketing system to document a fault which may 
come from outside customers (see Cerami, col. 5, line 61 to col. 6, line 1). 

Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anthony Sol whose telephone number is (571)272-5949. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30am - 4pm. 



Application/Control Number: 10/601,078 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2419 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wing Chan can be reached on (571) 272-7493. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/A. S.l 

Examiner, Art Unit 2419 



/Wing F. Chan/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2419 
12/1/08 



